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Funding, reputation and targets: The discursive logics of high-stakes testing 
 
Abstract: This paper provides insights into teacher and school-based administrators’ responses 
to policy demands for improved outcomes on high-stakes, standardized, literacy and numeracy 
tests in Australia. Specifically, the research reveals the effects of the National Assessment 
Program – Literacy and Numeracy (NAPLAN), and associated policies, in the state of 
Queensland. Drawing suggestively across Michel Foucault’s notions of disciplinary power and 
subjectivity, and Pierre Bourdieu’s concept of social fields, the research utilizes interviews with 
teachers and school-based administrators to reveal how high-stakes, standardized testing 
practices served to discursively constitute performative teacher subjectivities around issues of 
funding, teacher and school reputation and target-setting within what is described as the ‘field of 
schooling practices’. The paper argues that the contestation evident within this field is also 
reflective and constitutive of more educative schooling discourses and practices, even as 
performative logics dominate.   
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Introduction: Problematizing high-stakes assessment policy and practice 
This paper provides insights into the nature of teacher and school-based administrators’ 
responses to policy demands for improved outcomes on high-stakes, standardized measures of 
achievement in literacy and numeracy in the Australian state of Queensland. Specifically, the 
research is concerned with school-level responses to the enactment of national standardized 
testing in literacy and numeracy via the National Assessment Program – Literacy and 
Numeracy (NAPLAN), and associated federal-state funding agreements designed to enhance 
students’ literacy and numeracy outcomes. Drawing suggestively upon key concepts from the 
work of Foucault and Bourdieu, the research seeks to understand how the dominant 
discourses surrounding NAPLAN, as a vehicle for school accountability, constitute the 
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performative subject of the teacher, and contribute to the various ‘logics’ that characterize 
schooling practice. Through interview data from teachers and school-based administrators, the 
paper reveals how national policies are enacted and mediated (i.e. practised) at the level of the 
school, and how these same policies discursively constitute the teacher as a performative 
subject – not merely changing what teachers do, but also ultimately who teachers are (Ball, 
2003).  
The research presented was undertaken at a time of increasingly critical scrutiny into 
policy support for ‘high-stakes’ assessment, and problematic effects of such support on 
curriculum and pedagogy, in Queensland; these effects were evident both locally at school 
sites as well as systemically. These problematic policy practices have been described as 
having ‘perverse effects’ (Lingard & Sellar, 2013) – a reference to anti-educational outcomes 
associated with the conflation of performance measurement practices with more educational 
practices. 
Such effects have become increasingly evident within national and subnational 
education systems more generally, including in the United States where standardized testing 
has become an entrenched means to ensure teacher, school and system accountability, and 
‘answerability’ to legislators and the public (Ravitch, 2010; Stobart, 2008; Suspitsyna, 2010; 
Taubman, 2009). As testing increasingly serves as a key instrument to drive US education 
reform, problematic practices include the ‘gaming’ of State performance targets (Lee, 2010) 
and the narrowing of curricula and pedagogical practices arising from the high-stakes 
accountabilities associated with the passage of the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act 
(Berliner, 2011; Supovitz, 2009). Despite the stated intention of NCLB to improve student 
outcomes, such high-stakes testing has effected only a modest improvement to overall student 
achievement, especially with respect to the highly publicized ‘achievement gap’ between 
white and ‘minority’ students (Braun, Chapman, & Vezzu, 2010). Moreover, pressure to 
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perform on NCLB high-stakes tests has often been felt most markedly by teachers and 
students within low socio-economic status communities (Nichols, Glass, & Berliner, 2012), 
thus serving to further burden those already experiencing the greatest disadvantage within the 
education system. 
Similarly, the recent UK preoccupation with raising schooling standards has been 
primarily concerned with improving student performance as measured against Standard 
Assessment Testing (SATs) and the General Certificate of Secondary Education (GCSE) – 
results that have become critical to the processes by which schools are known and evaluated. 
This has in turn produced a widespread sense of performativity (Ball, 2003) and 
‘deliverology’ (Ball, Maguire, Braun, Perryman, & Hoskins, 2012) amongst teachers and 
schools, where the pressure to achieve against highly visible performance standards has 
significantly impacted teacher practice and notions of professional identity (Ball, 2003; 
Perryman, Ball, Maguire, & Braun, 2011). A relentless focus on schooling outcomes within 
the ‘A-C economy’ of GCSE results has been shown to induce practices of ‘educational 
triage’ (Gillborn & Youdell, 2000), leading to the selective and differential allocation of 
teaching resources to maximize the ‘return on investment’ as depicted by favorable 
representations of student performance. Put bluntly, ‘what gets measured’ – namely A*-C 
GCSE attainment rates – ‘gets done’ (Wilson, Croxson, & Atkinson, 2006). 
 By way of a final national example, the development and enactment of New 
Zealand’s National Standards introduced in 2009 was positioned as an attempt to avoid the 
well-documented narrowing of curricula and ‘teaching to the test’ evident in other countries, 
(particularly the US and UK) (Thrupp, 2008). However, despite being for the notional 
purpose of improving comparability and transparency between schools nationally, the likely 
publication of national standard judgements by teachers as the basis for assessing student 
performance risks making these high stakes assessments (Thrupp, 2013). As such, it has been 
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suggested that the local manipulation of data, curricula and pedagogy by teachers and 
administrators – unquestionable ‘perverse effects’ – will be a likely outcome, as schools 
attempt to construct favorable representations of themselves within an emergent national 
culture of performativity (Thrupp, 2013). 
The explicit emphasis upon national high-stakes testing as a means of school-system 
accountability and reform in Australia is more overt than the New Zealand example, and a 
more recent development than in the US and UK. The 2008 emergence of national 
standardized literacy and numeracy assessment (‘NAPLAN’) has served to position 
Australian schools for the first time within a nationally commensurate ‘space of equivalence’ 
(Lingard & Rawolle, 2011), enabling comparison of standardized results between schools 
across political, geographical and social contexts. In many respects the introduction of 
NAPLAN, and the decontextualization of schooling it entails, is reflective of broader global 
trends towards the enumeration of education for purposes of accountability and transparency 
(Hardy & Boyle, 2011; Lingard, 2011; Thompson & Cook, 2012), increased standardization 
and centralization of schooling policy (Gerrard & Farrell, 2013), and greater demands for 
‘evidence-based’ approaches to policymaking and practice more generally (Head, 2008; 
Spillane, 2012).  
As such, the implementation of standardized testing in Australia has followed the 
experience of other national and subnational systems that have deployed high-stakes modes of 
education accountability to improve student performance, with NAPLAN exerting a 
significant influence upon both the nature of teachers’ work and the discursive construction of 
effective schooling practices (Cormack & Comber, 2013; Hardy, 2013; Kostogriz & Doecke, 
2013). This has manifested itself through teachers amending their curriculum and pedagogy 
by narrowing their attention to ‘that which is tested or measured’ (Klenowski, 2011, p. 82), 
thereby positioning NAPLAN primarily as an accountability tool – a measurement of 
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learning, rather than a measurement for learning. Furthermore, overtly establishing NAPLAN 
scores as ‘the data that counts’ (Comber, 2012, p. 126) serves to marginalize alternative 
notions of student performance or teacher practice. NAPLAN and its attendant 
accountabilities thereby exert a disproportionate influence over the policymaking and practice 
occurring within school, state and national contexts, embedding education ever more deeply 
within discourses of managerialism, standardization and productivity (Comber & Nixon, 
2009).  
Collectively, such developments have contributed to a growing sense of ‘governing by 
numbers’ (Grek, 2009), with such numerical data exerting an ‘unmistakable political power’ 
(Rose, 1999, p. 197) by inviting schools and schooling systems to constantly compare 
themselves – what Nóvoa and Yariv-Mashal (2003) refer to as ‘a perpetual comparison to the 
other’ (p. 427). Furthermore, it has been suggested that such an emphasis upon constant 
comparison and evaluation of performance data produces a ‘tyranny of transparency’ 
(Strathern, 2000), transforming individuals and organizations into ‘objects to be manipulated’ 
(Porter, 1995, p. 77). 
This paper explores how such comparative and evaluative processes associated with 
NAPLAN are enacted in Australia. Drawing suggestively across Michel Foucault’s notions of 
disciplinary power and subjectivity, and Pierre Bourdieu’s concept of social fields, the 
research reveals how this enhanced policy focus upon enumeration and comparison within the 
imagined space of the nation serves to decontextualize and de-historicize schooling practices 
in Australia, resulting in very particular, performative, subjectivities within the ‘field of 
schooling practices’. The research seeks to reveal and understand how these complex 
practices have become habitually developed and embodied within teachers exposed to this 
‘tyranny of transparency’, how this in turn serves to constitute particular, performative teacher 
subjectivities, and how teachers endeavour to resist such subjectivities and practices.   
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Theoretical framework: Working with and across Bourdieu and Foucault 
Despite the routine description of Foucault and Bourdieu’s theoretical positions as 
‘incommensurable’, their conceptions of society both acknowledge the constructive role of 
power relations in the constitution of individual and collective positions/‘subjectivities’ 
(Hannus & Simola, 2010). This paper seeks to draw upon and across Foucault and Bourdieu’s 
conceptions of power to better understand how policy support for high-stakes, standardized 
testing was ‘constructed’ – problematically and productively – as part of schooling practices 
in one school site in Queensland, Australia. It does so by firstly delineating relevant key 
concepts from each theorist, and then revealing significant points of resonance, and 
complementarities across these concepts, as well as applications to education.  
 
Disciplinary power and subjectivity 
To understand the nature of particular teacher subjectivities under current conditions, the 
research deploys Michel Foucault’s conception of power as productive and reflective of the 
discursive constitution and ‘subjectivation’ of individuals. For Foucault, ‘disciplinary power’ 
is a mechanism for the management of individual conduct through the imposition of 
normalized expectations of behaviour and the comprehensive surveillance of subjects, 
inducing ‘a state of conscious and permanent visibility’ (Foucault, 1977, p. 205). Such an 
approach impels those to whom it is directed to meet institutionalized norms, removing the 
need to coercively force individual compliance. Rather, the subject becomes complicit in 
his/her own discipline and reform, internalizing the norms to which he/she is exposed and 
thus reconstituting his/her own subjectivity: ‘[The observed] assumes responsibility for the 
constraints of power; he [sic] inscribes in himself the power relation in which he 
simultaneously plays both roles; he becomes the principal of his own subjection’ (Foucault, 
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1977, p. 202). Foucault saw this panoptic surveillance as a normative gaze that rendered 
governance through the internalization of such norms:  
 
Disciplinary power… is exercised through its invisibility; at the same time as it imposes 
on those whom it subjects a principle of compulsory visibility… It is the fact of 
constantly being seen, of being able always to be seen, that maintains the disciplined 
individual in his subjection. (Foucault, 1977, p. 187) 
 
In conjunction with the concept of disciplinary power, Foucault’s use of the term 
assujettissement – which can be approximated to the English ‘subjectivation’, or the making 
of the subject – illustrates the ‘productive’ effects of modern forms of power. In contrast to 
the solely repressive and subtractive nature of traditional sovereign power, discursive 
disciplinary power is generative, producing ‘domains of objects and rituals of truth’ 
(Foucault, 1977, p. 194). It enables the constitution of subjectivities while simultaneously 
constraining – in effect, giving rise to docile bodies ‘free’ to act within the confines and 
limitations of dominant norms and discourses. The dual sense of the term ‘subjectivation’ is 
thus actively deployed, rendering an individual as a ‘subject’ while also ‘subjecting’ them to 
relations of power (Foucault, 1977).  
Foucault’s understanding of power and discourse as forces that constitute individual 
subjects effectively denies the possibility of subjectivities outside those rendered possible by 
a social domain’s relations of power. With specific reference to education, Ball (1993) has 
described the constraining influence of discourse as a ‘moving discursive frame’, by which 
one ‘may only be able to conceive of the possibilities of response in and through the 
language, concepts and vocabulary which the discourse makes available’ (pp. 14-15).  
 
Social practices and fields 
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These discursive constructs have much influence, enabling and constraining particular ways 
of being. However, trying to conceptualize the production of this discursive power, 
particularly in relation to alternative possibilities, can be challenging if one takes seriously 
Foucault’s argument about discourses ‘systemically form[ing] the objects of which they 
speak’; identifying how practices develop, including alternative possibilities, is challenging 
within a solely discursive framework. To assist with this work, we simultaneously draw upon 
Pierre Bourdieu’s understanding of social practices as inherently contested and ‘relational’ to 
try to make sense of how practices come about.  
Bourdieu (1998a) suggests that practices can only be understood ‘in relation’ to one 
another, with differences in practice attributable to differential power relations between social 
agents who occupy varied positions within defined social spaces, or ‘fields’. Specifically, 
these differences in relations of power are associated with a ‘principle of differentiation’ of 
socially valued resources or ‘capital’, which occur in embodied, social, cultural, economic 
and symbolic forms (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992). The differentiated possession of this 
capital is, in turn, responsible for rendering the structure of the social field and the relative 
positions and dispositions of the agents therein: 
 
This principle is none other than the structure of the distribution of the forms of power 
or the kinds of capital which are effective in the social universe under consideration – 
and which vary according to the specific place and moment at hand. (Bourdieu, 1998b, 
p. 32) 
 
The ‘social universe under consideration’ – what Bourdieu refers to as the ‘field’ – is itself 
comprised of particular identifiable practices and ‘logics’ of practice that can be understood 
only in relation to other possible practices and logics. Fields are the site of continual power 
struggle and contestation by the actors within them, and whose habitus – their proclivities to 
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interact and respond in particular ways – are the result of the differential capitals they acquire 
within the fields in which they engage. Consequently, fields serve as sites where ‘permanent 
relationships of inequality operate… [and] various actors struggle for the transformation or 
preservation of the field’ (Bourdieu, 1998a, pp. 40-41). It is this relative possession of power 
and capital that serve to determine the position of actors within the field, the nature of their 
dispositions or habitus and, subsequently, the strategies that come to inform their practice, 
and the logics of the field more generally.  
 
Disciplining the field 
Some researchers (Eick, 2004; Hoy, 2004) have identified alignment between Foucault and 
Bourdieu’s approaches to the constitutive role of power as both a relational and constructive 
force. For Hoy (2004), Bourdieu’s notion of practice and inherent power relations enables a 
deepening of Foucault’s understanding about how subjectivity comes about. Similarly, 
Hannus and Simola (2010) conceive of a multidimensional theoretical framework that 
synthesizes elements of Foucault and Bourdieu’s conceptions of power in relation to practice. 
They show how Foucault and Bourdieu can be deployed to provide a complementary rather 
than conflicting methodology to better understand macro and micro considerations of power 
and governance within the Finnish comprehensive schooling system. Foucault is seen as 
providing analytical tools concerned with the ‘prevailing modes of governing’, including the 
multi-layered and historical character of power and governance, while Bourdieu enables 
analysis of the ‘mode of generation of practices’, including the transmission (and challenging) 
of the dominant social and cultural order (Hannus & Simola, 2010, p. 7). Such a hybrid 
framework enables the identification of contested discourses as well as revealing the 
multifarious nature of practices constitutive of, and by, the actions of agents. This approach 
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highlights specific practices, including alternative practices, not as readily discernible within 
more discursive framings of social practice alone.   
Despite the challenges of such an approach, drawing upon multiple theoretical and 
methodological resources is not incommensurate with the methodologies of either theorist; 
neither Foucault’s genealogies nor Bourdieu’s ‘thinking tools’ were intended to be employed 
to the exclusion of other conceptual resources. Indeed, Foucault’s methods have been 
described rather as ‘a toolbox, a flexible and varied methodological approach that draws from 
a multiplicity of sources and is applicable to a variety of questions’ (Oksala, 2011, p. 86), 
while Bourdieu’s ‘thinking tools’ have been construed as being of most value when deployed 
creatively in context (Wacquant, 1989, p. 50). These methodologies should not necessarily be 
employed dogmatically and exclusively but in conjunction with one another, as warranted by 
specific empirical settings.  
Such a ‘pragmatic’ approach is taken up in this paper through the deployment of 
Foucault’s notion of subjectivation through disciplinary power and discourse to make sense of 
how testing processes have constituted new subject identities amongst teachers, and 
Bourdieu’s notions of practice, field, contestation and symbolic capital to help make sense of 
the development of such subjectivities, and alternatives. This hybrid theorizing enables a 
broader and richer understanding of the processes and practices occurring at a specific school 
site in response to national and state-level policy initiatives. Furthermore, we would argue, 
such an approach gestures towards alternative possibilities for schooling and teaching practice 
outside those made possible by the more dominant discourses currently surrounding 
NAPLAN and issues of high-stakes, standardized testing more generally. 
 
Contextualizing the research: National high-stakes testing in Australia, in situ  
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Since 2008, the enactment of national literacy and numeracy testing in Australia has been an 
important element of a broader national education reform agenda deployed in all Australian 
states and territories by the recently defeated federal Labor government. Specifically, such 
reforms have included national literacy and numeracy testing (NAPLAN), the provision of a 
National Curriculum for all year levels (Prep to Year 12), the establishment of national 
professional teaching standards for teachers by the Australian Institute for Teaching and 
School Leadership (AITSL), and the development of a new statutory body to coordinate these 
various national reforms: the Australian Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Authority 
(ACARA). These reforms have been promoted as a necessary national response to global 
pressures for school-system effectiveness, and as a means to ensure Australian students are 
meeting globally sanctioned educational outcomes (ACARA, 2011). Taken collectively, the 
current reform agenda in Australia represents a significant national influence upon schooling 
– traditionally the responsibility of the individual states and territories. 
Arguably, NAPLAN has become the most visible and significant embodiment of the 
federal government’s presence in education policy and schooling in Australia. NAPLAN 
involves annual standardized testing in literacy and numeracy for all students at Years 3, 5, 7 
and 9; this occurs across all Australian schools and education systems (government and non-
government), with results aggregated at the school level. Since January 2010, the results of 
these assessments have been published on ACARA’s My School website, enabling public 
reporting and dissemination of school-level data from NAPLAN testing. A central purpose of 
the My School website has been comparison (ACARA, 2013) between: an individual school’s 
results with ‘statistically similar’ schools (up to 60 other ‘like’ schools); all schools in 
Australia (almost 9,500), and; current NAPLAN performance and results in previous years. 
Subsequently, NAPLAN has become ‘high-stakes’ as schools are identified as either 
above/below the average for ‘similar/like’ and ‘all’ schools, and as improving/declining based 
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on prior performance; such knowledge also feeds into what has become a highly competitive 
schooling market.  
The particular school reported in this research – ‘Citywest Primary1’ – has a student 
population of approximately 700 students, and 40 teachers, and is located on the western 
fringe of the southeast Queensland conurbation. Situated within a low socio-economic status 
(SES) area, Citywest Primary is a recipient of additional funding from the federal government 
through the ‘Low Socio-Economic Status School Communities’ National Partnership (NP) 
programme, directed at improvements in student engagement, educational attainment and 
wellbeing for students in some of the poorest communities in Australia. Significantly, a key 
performance indicator for the effectiveness of ‘NP-funded’ programmes, as they are often 
described, is improvement in the literacy and numeracy outcomes of students in annual 
NAPLAN tests (Council of Australian Governments, 2009). Citywest Primary is a prime 
example of a school targeted by current policies, enabling an examination of how national 
education policy reforms – specifically NAPLAN, but also My School, and National 
Partnerships – play out in schooling settings.  
 
Methods 
The data presented in this paper is part of a more substantial investigation into teacher 
learning and professional development practices under current education policy conditions in 
the state of Queensland, Australia. This larger study involves approximately 25 Queensland 
primary (and some secondary) schools, purposely selected to reflect the diverse range of 
socio-economic, geographic and demographic characteristics within the state. The data 
collected from Citywest Primary was obtained via 32 individual, semi-structured interviews 
with school administrators and teachers, each approximately 40 minutes duration. The 
interviews were conducted at the school site over a one-week period in November 2012, and                                                                     1 All school and teacher names are pseudonyms. 
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digitally recorded. All interviews were confidential, and the research conducted in keeping 
with ethics requirements of the state educational authority (Education Queensland), and 
relevant University ethics committee. Questions were initially focused upon the nature of 
teacher learning at the Citywest Primary site in general, however, as the interviews unfolded, 
it quickly became apparent that NAPLAN was a key focus area for respondents. The 
interviews provided insights into how various national and state policy initiatives, especially 
NAPLAN and, relatedly, My School and the National Partnerships, influenced school-based 
practices at Citywest Primary. 
  Interviews were transcribed remotely and a report of research findings provided to 
Citywest Primary to facilitate further teacher learning within the school, and to serve as a 
check upon preliminary findings. Participants were also provided with a copy of their 
personal transcript upon request. After Shank (2002), transcripts and notes were repeatedly 
read and analyzed to reveal recurring perspectives and themes, and in relation to Bourdieu 
and Foucault’s conceptions of power and practice. Subsequent emergent themes related to 
specific subjectivities and practices in relation to: the tight link between National Partnerships 
(NP) funding and NAPLAN; NAPLAN performance and individual and institutional 
reputation; and the use of NAPLAN data to set school, student and teacher performance 
targets. 
 
Findings: Funding, Reputation and Targets 
‘It’s all about money’: The NAPLAN-NP discursive funding nexus  
A common understanding amongst teachers and school leaders at Citywest Primary was that 
there was a strong link between National Partnerships (NP) funding and school-wide 
NAPLAN data. Under these circumstances, NAPLAN data became ‘valued capital’ – a 
significant resource symbolic of the success of the school, and much lauded for how it could 
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be deployed to ensure additional funding from the federal government.  The accumulation of 
such capital ensured continued funding to the school to enable it to further build upon 
improvements already made.  This capital accumulation reflected the institutional significance 
ascribed to a supposedly objective and commensurable measurement of student learning and, 
by association, school performance, especially in the context of comparisons made between 
‘like’ schools on the My School website. Improved student performance on NAPLAN 
assessment was accumulated capital that could be translated into an economic form via 
increased NP funding. This more economistic discourse was evident in how one teacher 
argued that constant improvements in NAPLAN data were essential to ‘keep the data going 
and keep it [NP funding] approved’ (Felicity, Year 2 Teacher), effectively positioning test 
scores as effective proxies of student learning that could be readily converted into economic 
capital. Although NP funding was initially made available from the federal government to 
‘low-performing schools’ (as determined by their NAPLAN data), many teachers at Citywest 
Primary had come to see this additional funding as contingent upon demonstrating a 
continued increase in student achievement: 
 
The National Partnerships meant such a huge, huge difference to the school, so it's all 
about money, and it's all about getting the [NAPLAN] results to justify certain things 
[NP funding]. (Anna, Year 1 Teacher) 
 
Alongside this accumulation of improved standardized test scores for conversion into 
economic capital (for further improved test results), there was also a sense amongst teachers 
that additional NP funding, available because of poor school-wide NAPLAN performance in 
2009, was in danger of being reduced should NAPLAN results improve ‘too much’. Whereas 
poor results had previously attracted additional funding, ‘excessive’ improvement in school 
results was perceived to instigate funding cuts. In the context of such economistic logics, the 
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understanding around NAPLAN amongst teachers was ‘don’t improve too much’ (Laurette, 
Head of Special Education Services (HOSES)). Revealing a ‘field of schooling practices’ 
influenced by more economistic logics, much of the discussion within the school revolved 
around NAPLAN and the funding regime associated with the test: 
 
And then also there was funding associated with your NAPLAN [results]. So years ago 
the lower you were with NAPLAN, the more funding you received to help support 
those children, whereas now it’s the opposite. And now the pressure is on to show how 
much we’ve improved in NAPLAN. And then, of course, as you improve, your funding 
gets cut! And the reason that we are improving is because of the funding that we’re 
using, so it’s a vicious cycle. (Laurette, HOSES) 
 
However, this focus upon more economistic logics did not go unchallenged.  While the 
influence of more economistic logics was evident in how funding provision for additional 
staffing was understood by teachers and administrators at the school, such understandings 
also revealed alternative logics at play – evidence of a contested field. Citywest Primary had 
primarily directed its additional NP funding towards the development of numerous specialist 
positions to facilitate professional development and curriculum innovation, including a Head 
of Curriculum (HOC) and literacy and numeracy coaches. Such expenditure elicited varied 
responses from teachers and administrators; funding enabled staffing that could not only 
improve student outcomes on NAPLAN – a valued representation of performance – but was 
also seen as having broader, more educative effects as well. While improved NAPLAN 
results were capitals of significant value within the field (both in themselves and as a means 
of determining the benefits of NP funding), there was also a valuing of the more educative 
effects of additional staffing provided through the National Partnerships, even when 
NAPLAN results were deemed inadequate: 
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If I wanted to be harsh, I could say that my NP initiatives around a HOC, literacy coach 
and numeracy coach have produced nothing. Because we took our eye off the ball of 
NAPLAN this year… and our NAPLAN results went down. So, like, if I look at our 
data from 2009 to 2012 and say, ‘Okay, prove to me that a HOC and a literacy coach 
and a numeracy coach are making changes here as far as outcomes’, the answer would 
be no. But if you were to look at our professional learning community and look at the 
sharing and look at the pedagogy, etc., then the answer would be yes. (Lisetta, 
Principal) 
 
Complex and conflicted logics were thus evident regarding educational outcomes associated 
with NAPLAN, and these logics were clearly related to dominant discourses around funding. 
Recognition of the positive benefits to teaching and learning associated with the 
establishment of a HOC and literacy and numeracy coaches, typified by the development of 
Citywest Primary’s ‘professional learning community’, occurred alongside the strong 
evaluation of NP funding provision in light of whether it elicited improved NAPLAN 
performance.  The latter included concerns about the intractable nature of low school 
performance against standardized measures: 
 
I think the main thing is in the past four years that we've even had this extra [NP] 
funding, our percentage below national minimum standard hasn’t really changed. 
(Nicholas, Year 4 Teacher) 
 
Consequently, even as more educative logics were at play within the field, a teacher 
subjectivity was evident which was largely constituted by more economistic and performative 
discourses of ‘success’. Staff at Citywest Primary regularly prioritised NAPLAN performance 
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and NP funding; both were capitals of different but significant value within a field in which 
more educative logics seemed to be dominated.  
 
Performing school performance: NAPLAN and ‘reputational capital’ 
Amongst both teachers and school leaders at Citywest Primary, concern was frequently 
expressed about the effect of NAPLAN results on the reputation of the school, and its staff. 
Such anxieties resonate with what Lingard and Sellar (2013), influenced by Bourdieu, 
describe as ‘reputational capital’ – a form of capital accrued in circumstances where 
individuals, organizations or States seek to sustain or improve their position within a 
particular field through the accumulation of positive regard and recognition. Student 
performance on NAPLAN at Citywest Primary was thus understood to contribute to the 
reputational capital of both the institution and the teachers themselves. The relative success or 
failure of the school and its teaching staff, vis-à-vis NAPLAN performance, was positioned as 
very important: 
 
And I think it's just, yeah, a school-wide thing that you want to do well, I guess. 
Because it reflects on a school and reflects on our capabilities as well as teachers. 
(Anna, Year 1 Teacher) 
 
I mean, because, just school pride, school prestige is related to it [NAPLAN], whatever 
way you look. (Felicity, Year 2 Teacher) 
 
The increased institutional visibility of NAPLAN constituted success in terms of the school’s 
comparative ranking in relation to ‘like’ schools (those with similar demographics in 
Australia), all schools, and each individual school’s past performance. The accumulation of 
reputational capital in Citywest Primary was fundamentally linked to continual improvement 
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in NAPLAN scores, both internally (within school) and externally (in comparison with other 
schools). The result was a logic of comparison amongst teachers and administrators alike: 
 
[We are] always trying to improve the [NAPLAN] results. Trying to improve our results 
compared to [‘like’] schools. Trying to improve our results nationally because it’s hard 
– we did improve but it’s hard to keep on improving. (Penelope, Learning Support 
Teacher)  
 
[I]t's really hit the fan since our NAPLAN results have come out this year because it 
plateaued and we’re used to improvements. (Tom, Deputy Principal) 
 
This constant comparative logic instilled a sense of fear, dread, and potentially dramatic 
consequences as a result of poorer-than-anticipated NAPLAN results in a context demanding 
continual improvement. Such responses and emotions not only demonstrate the value and 
fragility of the reputational capital at stake, but also highlight the teacher subjectivities being 
constituted through discourses of accountability and performance. Through the constant 
school-wide and systemic surveillance of NAPLAN performance data, Foucault’s 
‘compulsory visibility’ was seen to weigh heavily upon teachers and school administrators.  
This rendering of student performance via NAPLAN was also equally reflective of a 
teacher’s individual performance, and therefore constitutive of the reputational capital they 
possessed. Within a broader performative context, NAPLAN results were understood by 
many individual interviewees as a means to ensure accountability of teachers and their 
practice, in addition to providing insights into student learning: ‘[T]he big push is now 
accountability of teachers’ (Laurette, HOSES). Accordingly, teachers sought to adjust their 
pedagogies and curricula in order to maximize their students’ NAPLAN scores and, in turn, 
their own reputational capital via positive representations of student learning: 
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[Y]ou do it [remedial focus] in the areas where the kids are lacking for NAPLAN, so it 
gives them some, you know, a push along. So, hopefully your NAPLAN results will 
improve, so you look like you’re doing a good job. (Leila, Year 7 Teacher; emphasis 
added)  
 
However, consistent with tensions within the field of schooling practices, there was also 
recognition that particular groups of students would not, or could not, contribute to the 
constitution of this capital accumulation process, and these subject positions. A practice of 
‘educational triage’ (Booher-Jennings, 2005; Youdell, 2004) was evident in efforts to assist 
particular students deemed to offer a ‘better return on investment’ than others, all guided by 
NAPLAN data: 
 
I had four [students] that had never sat the NAPLAN before in Grade 3, and it was a big 
step for them to sit down in a classroom and sit it. And I was asked at the start of the 
year if I wanted to [have these students sit the NAPLAN test], and obviously it's going 
to affect my results, or the class’s results. (James, Year 5 Teacher) 
 
They’ve [literacy and numeracy coaches] attempted but it’s a bit hard because it’s – my 
[Special Needs] kids aren’t really going to go anywhere. Like they are – that sounds 
really bad – but they’re not going to be at the levels to boost any data or anything. 
(Deirdre, LOTE & Special Needs Teacher) 
 
This was not a straightforward situation, as these teachers were clearly conflicted by how 
some students were perceived within the testing regime in which both teachers and students’ 
work and learning were being constituted. However, even as they resisted (‘that sounds really 
bad’), these teachers were nonetheless influenced by concerns about the reputational capital 
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and subject positions of themselves and the school within the field of schooling practices. 
This was evident in the dominant logic of accountability via NAPLAN, characterized by 
teachers and school leaders continually striving for improved NAPLAN results in preference 
to alternative representations of school performance. Such an intense focus was the result of a 
teacher subjectivity constituted by discourses of performance and accountability, resulting in 
all teachers highly sensitized to the need to ensure positive representations of student learning 
in the lead-up to the NAPLAN tests: 
 
And I think that’s a tremendous amount of pressure, not [only] on the [Year] 3, 5 and 7 
teachers but on the [Year] 2, 4 and 6 teachers. Because I've taught Year 3 and it's – 
you’ve only got a short period of time, you can't teach the test, you can't do all the 
things that they say. So there’s a lot of pressure on the Year 2, 4 and 6 teachers to get 
the children NAPLAN-ready. (Anna, Year 1 Teacher) 
 
Citywest Primary advocated that concerns for NAPLAN preparation be distributed across the 
school to be ‘everybody’s responsibility’, rather than solely the focus of teachers in NAPLAN 
years (Years 3, 5, and 7). The discursive pressure to perform on NAPLAN, and the value 
attributed to positive representations of NAPLAN performance, constituted all teachers at 
Citywest Primary as being concerned with performance: 
 
One of the things that has really, it’s been made clear I guess, is that NAPLAN is not 
just [Years] 3, 5, 7. NAPLAN is the responsibility of all teachers… So yes, that has 
really made – it’s taken the pressure off [certain] year levels, but it’s kind of right across 
the board as equal rating for everybody, equal pressure. (Cecilia, Year 4 Teacher) 
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Clearly, at both at an institutional and individual level, NAPLAN results at Citywest Primary 
were a substantial concern for all school leaders and individual teachers. At the same time as 
there were reservations amongst staff about the assumed connection between NAPLAN 
results and teacher proficiency, and the way in which it devalued some students who were 
‘not going to be at the levels to boost any data’, high NAPLAN results were arguably the 
ultimate – and most valued – capital within the field of schooling practices. This led to the 
proliferation of data-driven foci, and produced teacher subjectivities responsive to demands 
for ever-improving results – with potentially perverse effects for the most disenfranchised 
students.  
 
Using NAPLAN to target individual and institutional performance 
At Citywest, dominant discourses of accountability apropos NAPLAN targets also helped 
constitute teacher subjectivities responsive to NAPLAN data to set whole-school and 
individual targets; such target setting was a significant logic within the field of schooling 
practices. At Citywest Primary, comments from teachers and school leaders were suggestive 
of the school-wide significance of such data, with NAPLAN being variously described as ‘the 
main data’ (Patricia, Literacy Coach), a ‘big-time focus’ (Dylan, Year 4 Teacher) and a ‘big-
ticket item’ (Tom, Deputy Principal). Accordingly, NAPLAN data analysis for whole-school 
target setting was a considerable preoccupation within the field, even as there was 
contestation about the capitals of most value: 
 
Because there’s a lot of pressure in the [Education] Department now – if they have data, 
collecting data, analyzing data, setting directions for the school. Sometimes that’s not 
what the teachers wanted in their particular environment where they were going, but as 
a school, we need to be seen to be improving on our deficits. (Patricia, Literacy Coach) 
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Data was constituted as a form of capital around which there was tension between individual 
teachers and the school as an institution.  Those personnel situated more closely to the 
administrative apparatus within the field, such as senior personnel like the Literacy Coach, 
were more disposed to respond to state pressures for increased emphasis upon NAPLAN, and 
were pivotal to the development of teacher subjectivities disposed to more performative 
logics. 
 
 It was also evident that the NAPLAN data frequently played a substantial role in the 
identification of current student performance and for projecting future performance. 
Establishing annual performance targets for each student, based upon their previous 
NAPLAN results and their teachers’ expectations for prospective NAPLAN outcomes, was a 
key practice at Citywest Primary. Furthermore, achieving these targets constituted a form of 
capital accumulation important for providing a visible representation of student performance, 
and as a proxy measurement for teacher performance/effectiveness. While contributing to 
institutional and individual capital accumulation, the practice of setting such targets also 
arguably had the potential to diminish student learning and academic development to that 
which can be represented by steady progression along the NAPLAN bands2. In a sense, 
students became ‘tokens’ to be moved along the board in the ‘game of NAPLAN’, with 
teachers being seemingly acquiescent to these performative demands. As such, these practices 
were reflective of a teacher subjectivity thoroughly constituted by the dominant discourses of 
school accountability and performance, and the resultant surveillance regime in the form of 
highly visible and comparable NAPLAN results. Through the internalization of such 
discourses and norms, teachers (and students) were in turn rendered and positioned as 
                                                                    
2 Each domain assessed in NAPLAN is divided into 10 bands, reflecting the increasing complexity of skills 
being assessed from Year 3 to Year 9. These bands are also used to define the ‘National Minimum Standards’ 
for students across these grades, which in turn are used to benchmark student and school performance (ACARA, 
2011). 
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Foucault’s (1977) ‘docile bodies’ – objects to be ‘subjected, used, transformed and improved’ 
(p. 136) – in this case, in the pursuit of enhanced NAPLAN performance: 
 
We also have in our year level planning meetings and strategic team – we look at the 
data we collected from the year before, and then we say, ‘Right, this year we’re going to 
move that child to here’. And then we write down strategies on how we’re going to do 
that. So we do that for every child in our class. (Emma, Numeracy Coach) 
 
Student NAPLAN targets served as teacher performance targets, discursively constituting a 
teacher subjectivity focused upon improvements in students’ NAPLAN results: 
 
We analyze NAPLAN. The teachers at the beginning of the year look and do bench- 
marking for their children, where they think how far they can move the children up in 
their bands. And so there’s a focus on individual goals for students, and the teachers 
have their targets that they’re trying to meet. (Laurette, HOSES) 
 
This process had some problematic outcomes. The constitution of teachers as responsive to 
NAPLAN targets was evident in a form of ‘gaming’ the system to ensure teachers were 
represented favorably:   
 
We get the teachers to set targets as far as NAPLAN. And we looked at all the bands. 
So the teachers in Year 6 – in every year level and whatever – set band targets. And so I 
sat with the [Year] 7s [teachers] when they went back through [the NAPLAN data]. 
They set targets in Term 1 and evaluated them in Term 2, and looked at them the week 
after the September holidays [after NAPLAN results were released]. Do you know that 
out of the three Year 7 classes, two of those teachers, for about 80% of the kids, set 
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bands that were lower than they achieved! So what am I doing here?!! Like, why not 
anticipate – and they were meant to be ‘stretch’ targets! (Lisetta, Principal)  
 
Although the educative benefits of setting low improvement targets for students is obviously 
questionable, the need to create the impression of success – ‘so you look like you’re doing a 
good job’ (Leila, Year 7 Teacher) – had clearly informed teachers’ actions within the field of 
schooling practices. This need to create favorable representations of student – and teacher – 
performance seemingly outweighed the educational imperative for teachers to ensure that 
students were achieving to the best of their abilities.  The focus on data production 
marginalized other more educative measures of, and practices for, student learning. 
Furthermore, the discourses on data and accountability had become pervasive, demonstrating 
that the focus on data, particularly numeric data, was significantly constituting the 
subjectivities and practices of staff at Citywest Primary:  
 
I come up with a new and bright idea [and am told by the principal], ‘Show me it works, 
show me data, show me how it’s actually working, otherwise we’re not going to go 
there’. So I think it has changed the way we’re thinking. (Patricia, Literacy Coach) 
 
More performative logics had become so strong, particularly in relation to standardized data 
results as the form of objectified capital of most value, that it seemed impossible to ‘think’ 
otherwise.  The result was a teacher subjectivity overtly dominated by such data.   
 
However, while benchmarking and data-driven processes constituted key logics, there was 
also clear evidence of contestation within the field of schooling practices. This was evident in 
the way some teachers critiqued the perverse and anti-educative effects of NAPLAN target 
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setting and analysis, and the associated teacher subjectivities produced by such discourses of 
accountability and performance: 
 
[Y]ou get the sense you’re doing it [NAPLAN-related strategies] because you’re just 
told you have to, and then you feel that they’ve [school leaders] been told they have to 
get you to do it. So you kind of feel – it’s all this top down kind of stuff. That’s the 
sense I get, and that people are just doing it because they know that they’re supposed to, 
rather than doing it for the kids. (Dylan, Year 4 Teacher) 
 
While the intense focus upon data and improvement targets served to highlight how highly 
visible, high-stakes assessment, such as NAPLAN, constitute schools and teachers alike, the 
resultant teacher subjectivity was potentially amenable to change. Just as NAPLAN was 
productive of a teacher subjectivity disposed towards processes of accountability, it also had 
the potential to cultivate resistance and more educative practices.  
 
Discussion: The discursive logics of NAPLAN 
Within the field of schooling practices, as evident at Citywest Primary, NAPLAN clearly 
exerted considerable influence upon teachers’ professional practices, their professional 
identity, and indeed their sense of themselves as educators. Notions of subjectivity and field 
help to reveal not only how teachers are discursively constituted within a regime of 
disciplinary surveillance but also how these subjectivities are practised, and reflect the 
particular logics of practice active (and latent) within the field.  
The dominant logics of accountability and raising standards fostered teacher 
subjectivities favorably disposed towards NAPLAN data as a valid depiction of student, 
teacher and school performance. Discourses of NAPLAN assessment in Australian schools 
have positioned students’ learning within a commensurate space of measurement that 
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transcends local or State boundaries, subordinating any notion of schools as situated, cultural 
and historical entities.  And under these circumstances, potentially, the capitals most valued 
by those within a school are its NAPLAN results. On many occasions, teachers and school 
leaders felt compelled to work towards the continuous improvement of NAPLAN results, 
both in relation to their previous school performance and other ‘like schools’ as described on 
the My School website. Frequently, concerns about NAPLAN were intimately connected with 
issues of funding, reflecting how more economistic logics have exerted influence, and how 
NAPLAN is deeply imbricated in the constitution of more funding-focused teacher 
subjectivities. Often this seems to be in tension with other, more ‘educative’ objectives of 
genuine teacher professional development, curriculum reform and substantive student 
learning.  
There was a clear sense in which ‘successful’ performance on NAPLAN resulted in 
the accrual of significant reputational capital for individual teachers and the school itself, and 
that this reputational capital had to be protected. Several respondents revealed that the specific 
targeting of remedial efforts – ‘educational triage’ (Booher-Jennings, 2005; Youdell, 2004) – 
and manipulation of student performance targets were undertaken to improve NAPLAN 
scores so that ‘you look like you’re doing a good job’ (Leila, Year 7 Teacher) and because 
‘school pride, school prestige is related to it, whatever way you look’ (Felicity, Year 2 
Teacher). These triage practices were reflective of particular subjectivities within the field of 
schooling practices, responsive as they were to NAPLAN data serving as a surrogate for 
teacher ability.  Such practices also suggest a broader trend to hold teachers accountable for 
their ability to produce results (‘the big push is now accountability of teachers’ – Laurette, 
HOSES), with potentially deeply problematic consequences for the students affected. As 
NAPLAN scores were positioned as representative of the abilities and effectiveness of a 
school and its teachers, they thus served as a local form of ‘catalyst data’ (Lingard & Sellar, 
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2013), productive of teacher subjectivities focused upon improved NAPLAN results as the 
capitals of most worth.  
Such distortion of educational purposes is a local, school-based manifestation of the 
‘perverse effects’ of audit and accountability in relation to NAPLAN which have been 
documented elsewhere at a systemic level (see Sellar & Lingard, 2013). Furthermore, such 
distortion is reflective of the impact of regimes of performativity and surveillance, where the 
representation of performance dominates the actual performance itself. As such, these 
organizational and individual fabrications – such as setting intentionally low student 
performance targets – are intended not to produce ‘true’ and ‘impartial’ accounts of 
educational processes and student learning. Rather, they serve to ‘conceal as much as they 
reveal’ (Ball, 2003, p. 225), enabling the teacher and school to present a favorable account of 
themselves within ‘a particular economy of meaning in which only certain possibilities of 
meaning have value’ (p. 225). Such practices also exclude reference to those capitals or 
signifiers of school improvement least valued within the field.  
Despite acknowledgement by teachers that ‘it’s hard to keep on improving’ (Penelope, 
Learning Support Teacher), Citywest Primary undertook numerous school-wide endeavours 
to facilitate the continued improvement of NAPLAN scores, which would in turn enable the 
further accumulation of reputational capital; such practices are entirely in keeping with 
dominant logics of performativity, as expressed at this particular school site. The constitution 
of teachers’ subjectivities through these practices – the production of disciplined and ‘docile 
bodies’ that can ‘improve’ performance (both students and teachers) – are part of the panoptic 
surveillance process enabled by NAPLAN, ensuring a ‘state of constant and permanent 
visibility’ (Foucault, 1977, p. 205). Under such circumstances of disciplinary surveillance, 
schools and teachers are monitored, evaluated and maintained in their subjection. As 
NAPLAN data becomes a means to ensure a visible measure of teacher performance and 
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accountability – ‘teachers have their targets that they’re trying to meet’ (Laurette, HOSES) – 
student learning seems to be effectively subordinated to the discursive demands for a positive 
depiction of school and teacher effectiveness and, consequently, the constitution of improved 
NAPLAN results as the ‘educational’ capitals of most worth.  
However, and at the same time, there is also evidence of contested and conflicted 
logics of practice within the field of schooling practices, evident in how some teachers 
expressed concerns about the reductive practices and conceptions of student learning as 
represented via NAPLAN. Some teachers openly acknowledged that the emphasis upon 
NAPLAN improvement was ‘more political than anything else’ (Julia, Learning Support 
Teacher), largely serving to create a positive impression of school performance rather than 
providing an ‘accurate’ reflection of student learning or teacher effectiveness. It is also 
important to note teachers were concerned about how some students – notably those of poor, 
indigenous or special needs status – were marginalized by the focus upon improved NAPLAN 
results.  They were concerned that these students’ inability to contribute to favorable 
NAPLAN data (‘my kids aren’t really going to go anywhere’ – Deirdre, LOTE and Special 
Needs Teacher) led to them having limited access to remedial interventions. National testing 
processes had constituted not only a teacher habitus productive of compliant subject positions 
but also a complex set of subject positions that shed light upon the problem of standardized 
testing, potentially raising hopes about how its more reductive effects might be challenged. 
The more critical disposition and subject positions of some teachers in relation to issues of 
funding, reputation and target-setting, are important resources within a broader field of 
schooling practices so patently dominated by the constitutive effects – the ‘discursive logics’ 
– of NAPLAN.  
Furthermore, despite the supposed ‘objectivity’ of test-centric discourses of school 
performance, some teachers recognized that NAPLAN-related strategies employed within the 
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school were the result of ‘top-down’ pressure from school leaders (and State educational 
authorities) to achieve continual improvements in NAPLAN results. Consequently, there was 
a sense that the general adherence by Citywest Primary teachers to such policy directives was 
because teachers ‘know that they’re supposed to’ (Dylan, Year 4 Teacher), rather than 
because such discourses had constituted perfectly compliant teacher subjectivities. Teachers 
professed an awareness of the perverse effects resulting from a disproportionate focus upon 
NAPLAN at the expense of more educative pursuits: ‘that sounds really bad’ (Deirdre, LOTE 
and Special Needs Teacher) and ‘that’s not what the teachers wanted’ (Patricia, Literacy 
Coach). However, these counter-arguments are made cautiously. Arguably, the overall 
complicity of teachers’ practice in the enactment of NAPLAN-centric policies, in spite of 
such reservations, highlights how the dominant discourses around NAPLAN constituted 
teacher subjectivities that struggled to foster alternative practices in the context of more 
performative logics. 
 
Conclusion 
The implementation of NAPLAN for national school-system accountability and reform has 
exerted a considerable and pervasive influence upon teachers’ work and schooling practices 
more generally in Australia. Dominant discourses of school accountability have constituted 
teacher subjectivities responsive to NAPLAN as the most valued measure of school and 
teacher performance. Such performative subjectivities are evident in emphases upon positive 
representations of school performance through NAPLAN results in relation to funding, 
reputation and target setting. The research suggests that these fabrications of school and 
teacher effectiveness are influential within the field of schooling practices, helping to 
rearticulate the nature of capitals most prized, and subject positions within the field. Within a 
regime of disciplinary power and governance by comparison (Novoa & Yariv-Mashal, 2003), 
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where surveillance is the prevailing logic, the imperative for teachers and schools is 
internalization of constant and visible demands for improvement against external benchmarks.  
The purpose of this paper is not to be critical of the teachers and school leaders at the 
school reported in the research, nor in other schooling settings. Rather, the research highlights 
how dominant whole-school logics and practices around funding, reputation and target setting 
have perverse effects within the field of schooling practices, not only influencing but actively 
constituting the subjectivities of teachers and school leaders as part of this process. Despite 
the contested nature of the field, and the questioning by some teachers of problematic whole-
school performative logics, the subjectivities constituted by discourses of accountability and 
performance in these domains are such that there is, arguably, significant acceptance and 
enactment of NAPLAN-centric policies and practices. The discursive terrain created by 
NAPLAN has ensured that teachers largely conceive of school and teacher performance and 
educational success through ‘the language, concepts and vocabulary [of NAPLAN] which the 
discourse [of performance and accountability] makes available’ (Ball, 1993, pp. 14-15). 
Consequently, the teacher subjectivities observed at Citywest Primary reflect Foucault’s 
(1977) notion that ‘[d]iscipline “makes” individuals’, constituting them as ‘objects and as 
instruments of its exercise’ (p. 170); constantly responding to NAPLAN, these teachers found 
it difficult to talk and ‘think’ beyond NAPLAN. 
However, and at the same time, there are necessarily always alternative possibilities – 
practices and discourses – that exist beyond and within the constraints of the present 
discursive regime. Bourdieu’s understanding of social practices as inherently contested and 
‘relational’ (Bourdieu, 1998a) helps foreground some of the alternative practices and 
discourses, and how these evidenced themselves through more educative foci on the part of 
teachers and school administrators described in the research. The field of schooling practices 
is neither homogeneous nor impervious to alternative practices and processes, and this 
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contestation within the field suggests alternative (albeit, arguably, somewhat latent,) teacher 
subjectivities exist alongside more dominant discursive regimes. In this way, the field of 
schooling practices is also a site of potential change or transformation, and the research 
provides instances both of ‘that which is’ and ‘that which could be’ (Foucault, 1990, p. 36). 
In this vein, and in the context of whole-school performance and the constitution of 
performative teacher subjectivities inclined towards visible measures of accountability and 
sensitive to demands for the accumulation of standardized, high-stakes test results as the 
capitals of most value, it is worthwhile to note the nuances within Foucault’s rendering of 
discourse. Despite the apparently unassailable position of dominant discourses, the possibility 
always exists for competing, subordinate discourses to reveal themselves (Foucault, 1978). In 
the case of the research presented, more educative and authentic discourses of schooling are 
evident. By working Foucault’s notions of subjectivity across Bourdieu’s more practice-
focused notion of fields, we not only seek to reveal current dominant discourses, but also 
alternative practices productive of alternative discourses. These alternative practices and 
discourses provide potential resources for hope and intervention within schooling practices 
and processes that, at first blush, may appear somewhat impervious to alternative ways of 
being. While national, high-stakes testing has clearly had substantive, and sometimes 
problematic, effects upon the subjectivities of those who work and learn in schools, teasing 
out alternatives practices and dispositions is important work for ‘thinking’ such practices 
differently. 
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